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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl^ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 -2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Lin 
et al. (6724933), hereinafter referred to as "Lin") in view of Tovinkere et al. (6678635), 
(hereinafter referred to as "Tovinkere"). 

Regarding claim 1, Lin discloses an apparatus that relates to image processing 
(Lin: column 1 , lines 7-9). This apparatus comprises "detecting a dominant color region 
in the video" (Lin: column 7, lines 32-35), "detecting boundaries of shots in the 
sequence in accordance with color data" (Lin: column 6, lines 51-65; column 7, lines 
10-15), and "classifying at least one of the shots whose boundaries have been detected 
through spatial composition of the dominant color region" (Lin: column 6, lines 51-65). 
However, Lin fails to disclose the goal event and summarizing the sports sequence as 
claimed. Tovinkere teaches that automatically establishing indices for media data is 
difficult (Tovinkere: column 1, lines 59-61). To help alleviate this problem, Tovinkere 
discloses "detecting at least one of a goal event, person, and location in video 
sequence" (Tovinkere: column 4, lines 62-67) and "analyzing and summarizing the 
sports sequence" (Tovinkere: column 4, lines 62-67). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take 
the apparatus disclosed by Lin and add the processing taught by Tovinkere in order to 
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obtain an apparatus that helps reduce the difficulty for establishing indices for media 
data. 

Regarding claim 2, Lin discloses "the detecting is performed with respect to a 
plurality of color spaces" (Lin: column 7, lines 10-50, wherein the color space is the 
HSV). 

3. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lin 
et al. (6724933), hereinafter referred to as "Lin") in view of Tovinkere et al. (6678635), 
(hereinafter referred to as "Tovinkere") in further view of Jun et al. (7027509), 
(hereinafter referred to as "Jun"). 

Regarding claim 3, note the examiners rejection for claim 1, and in addition, 
claim 3 differs from claim 1 in that claim 3 further requires the specifics of the detecting 
step. Jun teaches that prior art detection systems have low performance and detection 
speed (Jun: column 1 , line 65 - column 2, line 3). To help alleviate this problem, Jun 
discloses "determining a peak of each color component" (Jun: figure 7), "determining 
an interval around each peak" (Jun: figures 7 and 10), and "determining a mean color 
value in each interval and classifying each pixel as belonging to the dominant color 
region or not in accordance to the mean color interval" (Jun: column 6, line 64 - column 
7, line 5, wherein the mean is the average). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the 
processing taught by Jun in order to obtain an apparatus that increases the 
performance and detection speed of an image classification system. 

Regarding claim 4, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
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determine the distance between the pixel and mean color (Official Notice). Doing so 
would have been obvious in order to correctly determine when a shot change has 
occurred. 

Regarding claim 5, Lin discloses "the detecting is performed a plurality of times 
through the sequence" (Lin: column 7, lines 10-16, wherein the processing performed 
on successive shots indicates the detecting is performed a plurality of times). 
4. Claims 6-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lin 
et al. (6724933), hereinafter referred to as "Lin") in view of Tovinkere et al. (6678635), 
(hereinafter referred to as "Tovinkere") in further view of Chakraborty (71 1 0454). 

Regarding claim 6, note the examiners rejection for claim 1, and in addition, 
claim 6 differs from claim 1 in that claim 6 further requires determining whether the 
frames are in the same shot. Chakraborty teaches that prior art classification systems 
only identify scene changes for certain sections of video (Chakraborty: column 4, lines 
54-64). To help alleviate this problem, Chakraborty discloses "determining a ratio of 
pixels in the color region" (Chakraborty: column 12, lines 15-35) and "determining a 
difference between the ratio's and comparing the difference to a threshold" 
(Chakraborty: column 8, lines 25-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the 
processing taught by Chakraborty in order to obtain an apparatus that can correctly 
identify a scene change for the entire video sequence. 

Regarding claim 7, Lin discloses "computing a histogram intersection for the first 
and second frames, computing a difference in color histogram similarity for the first and 
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second frame, and comparing the difference to a second threshold value" (Lin: column 
6, lines 55-64; column 7, lines 10-65, wherein intersections are well known when 
comparing histograms). 

Regarding claim 8, Lin discloses "selecting the threshold value in accordance 
with a type of shot whose boundaries are to be detected" (Lin: column 6, lines 52-64. 
The examiner notes it is well known to adjust the threshold with the types of shots). 

Regarding claims 9 and 10, Lin in view of Chakraborty disclose "calculating a 
ratio of a number of pixels to a total number of pixels and if ratio is above threshold, 
classifying shot in accordance with the ratio and performing spatial composition on the 
dominant color region" (Lin: column 6, lines 51-65; Chakraborty: column 8, lines 25-65; 
column 12, lines 15-35). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Tovinkere discloses "detecting the goal event with a 
template of characteristics which the goal event will satisfy" (Tovinkere: column 4, lines 
25-27; column 4, lines 63-68). 

5. Claims 12-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lin et al. (6724933), hereinafter referred to as "Lin") in view of Tovinkere et al. 
(6678635), (hereinafter referred to as "Tovinkere") in further view of Chakraborty 
(71 10454) in further view of Li et al. (20030063798), (hereinafter referred to as "Li"). 

Regarding claim 12, note the examiners rejection for claim 6, and in addition, 
claim 12 differs from claim 6 in that claim 12 further requires the detection of a slow 
motion replay. Li teaches that slow motion replays normally relate to important events 
(Li: paragraph 0087). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the slow motion replay 
detection taught by Li in order to detect important events of the video sequence. 

Regarding claim 13, Tovinkere in view of Li disclose "long shots are detected to 
define a beginning and end of a break in which the goal will be shown" (Tovinkere: 
figure 12; column 4, lines 64-67; Li: paragraph 0071). 

Regarding claim 14, Lin in view of Li disclose "the template comprises an 
indication of duration of the break, occurrence of close up or out of field shot, and 
occurrence of slow-motion replay" (Lin: figures 2 and 6; Li: figure 1; paragraphs 0071 
and 0087). 

Regarding claim 15, Lin in view of Tovinkere disclose "detecting a referee by 
detecting a uniform color" (Lin: column 7, lines 10-50, wherein by detecting the color 
regions, Lin can detect the color of a uniform; Tovinkere: column 4, lines 25-30, 
wherein referee's are well known in a soccer game). 

Regarding claim 16, Tovinkere in view of Li disclose "forming horizontal and 
vertical projections of a region having uniform color and determining whether the region 
corresponds to the referee" (Tovinkere: column 4, lines 25-27; Li: paragraph 0071). 

Regarding claim 17, Tovinkere discloses "detecting a penalty box" (Tovinkere: 
column 4, lines 25-27. The examiner notes that penalty boxes are a well known part of 
a soccer game). 

Regarding claim 18, Lin in view of Tovinkere in view of Li disclose "forming a 
mask region and detecting lines by edge response, and from the lines, locating the 
penalty box by applying size, distance, and parallelism" (Lin: column 7, lines 10-50; 
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Tovinkere: column 4, lines 25-27; Li: paragrapli 0071). 

Regarding claim 19, note the examiners rejection for claim 17. 

Regarding claims 20-22, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
perform compression by adjusting a bit allocation or adjusting a frame rate (Official 
Notice). Doing so would have been obvious in order to send large amounts of data over 
a limited bandwidth network. 

Regarding claim 23, note the examiners rejection for claim 21 . 

Regarding claim 24, note the examiners rejection for claim 1 . 

Regarding claims 25-41 , note the examiners rejection for claims 2-18. 

Regarding claims 42-45, note the examiners rejection for claims 20-23. 

Regarding claim 46, note the examiners rejection for claims 1 and 20-22. 

Regarding claims 47-48, note the examiners rejection for claim 46. 

Regarding claim 49, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
assign a bit allocation or frame rate based on the type of shot (Official Notice). Doing so 
would have been obvious in order to adjust the quality depending on the type of activity 
in the game. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

US-6810144 10-2004 McGeeetal. 

US-6144375 11-2000 Jainetal. 

US-7027513 04-2006 Zhang etal. 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID CZEKAJ whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7327. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs and every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastourl can be reached on (571) 272-7418. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Dave Czekaj/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2621 



